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■ The--GHAIRI4AIf (India): I declare open the one hiandred and twenty-sixth 
plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighte en-Nation Committee on Disarnament, 

. >3r o I4BU • (Nigeria ) : jyiro de Melo Franco^ who as Chairman for the day opened 
this phase of our work on ]? April^ .said in his capacity as representative .of Brazil: 
f'The first phase of our work in 1963;, which was completed before the 
Easter holidays^ was unfortunately not calculated to raise the hopes of the 
world regarding the progress of cur disarmament negotiations^" ( ENDC/PVal 21t P>5) 

He went on to say: 

"The real truth is that the positions of the two blocs have 
hardened, political divisions have deepened^ and speeches on both sides,. — 
despite the speakev-s » skill — have merely bogged us down further in 
questions of prestige^ mth no attempt, to treat the problems before us 
in a truly scientific and diplomatic way<, . 

"/Is things stand today^. the Brazilian delegation can see in this 
Conference no genuine pi-pmise of an early prospect of re.-^T negotiations, 
or of puxx^ing new life into our work.. in a.. constructive sense* The. 
brasiiian aexogation even, wonders if the decision to resume our meetings 
in such an atmosphere of impotence and confusion was really a wise one.* 

"My delegation nevertheless considers the resximption of . our .nroceedings 
to mean that most other delegations have come to the conclusion that some 
immediate progress may still be anticipated^ I'^Je respect and are ratified . 
at their sentiments; but at the same time we think that the negotiations 
resumed today must be treated in a new spirit by the parties •" (ibide) 
I have quoted that part of lfr» de Melo Francois statement in extenso only because 
there is consensus ad idem in the view of ray delegation with that Brazilian submission. 
The only progress registered so far since the inception of the Disarmament Conference 
is the acceptance by the United States of America and the Soviet Union of the 
Statement of Principles for the conduct of disarmament negotiations (ENDC/5)» 
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( IviTo Ivlbu, Nigeria ) 



Two forces seom to militate against our reaching agreement on any issue of 

general and ccmpla-^e disarmament: first, the natural suspicion ejid conservatism of 

the States m.embors of o\ir Ccinmittee towards one ano-oner; and second, vested interest 

in arrnements. Must \ue resign ourselves to running the incalcuJ.able hazards of a 

continuing arms race? We must resist that temptation. If w^. still cherish our 

free^lom, we must protect it by onsuring that it co-exists v;ith peace* One of the 

best ways of ensM-^ing our freedom with peace is by reaching an early agreement on the 

cessation of nuclear weapon tests ♦ 

The thick clouds of suspicion between the two sides con-oinue to impede our 

progress en a test ban treaty. In the quest for a so3.ution of our problem we must 

concentrate our efforts not only on appealing to those round this table to accommodate 

themselves, but also on persuading persons with the poxver of decision outside this 

Conference to come to the aid of President Kennedy and Chairman Khrushchev, As 

His Holiness Pope John XXIII said in his encyclical Pacem in T erris, one must never 

confuse error v^ith the person who errs* . It may bo that both President Kennedy and 

Chairman Khrushchev are erring over the test ban issue. If that is true, there is 

compelling reason, in the interest of hum?.nity, why ncn-=ilignod or non-nuclear Powers 

must iictervenon .Efforts by the non^-nuclear Powers to take the intitiative in this 

Conference m,ay be dubbed sheer im.pudence, but if it is the only means of ending the 

stalem^te^ th'^^n the non--nucl ear Powers^ efforts must be encouraged. Our efforts may 

bo described as incr.pable of producing results because^ in the words of a Latin tag, 

nem.o dat quod non hcibet — he who has not got cannot give, iv'e feel that we can play 

a subGt>antial part :n this Coiiferonce, especially when it becomes apparent, as it now 

appears to be, that tho. nuclear Pov;er&- are- bereft of hew ideas for the solution of 

our probl.^:^:.,^,.. 

President. Kennedy v;as c-uoted by our Soviet colleague on E2 April as saying that: 

". ♦« by 1970, xznlecs v;e are successful, there may be ten- nuclear "Powers 

instead of foir?, and by 1975, fifteen or twenty," (MD C/FV,125, p>25 ) 

President Kennedy said further: 

";. .• I see the possibility in the 1970^s of the President of the United States 

having to face a v;orld in which fifteen or twenty or tT'jenty-five nations may 

have these v/eapons, I regard that as the greatest possible danger and hazard.'^ 
(ibid.) 
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( M^c Mbu> Nigeria ) 



--L-.jnorltj- earnot afford such an eventualityo My delegation thei-erore wsicoiiies the 
Ai'-^f "1 • -•..■vrf?or:i.c:n intle-::ivo in the current talKS in Moscow aimed at breaking the deadlock 
a, .'-.. ■:,^ ..; b.'.A. V/e rop.. th^^ ualks in Moscow will not be another exercise in futility^ 
Thj.3 Coui'er^rice L::,-> jc.ig b.jen starved of reaching agreement on any issue« A" test ban 
I'j "1 ■-:•.•.: G/erdo.^> Wo lefiifHO -co -je pessimists, and we believe that- the wisdom of the 
str.':: -.:n c'^ t:-jtii thr .;iac.t cnc ti?.e Sest is capable of finding an honoircable solution 
an:', r^-- rnz.z dop.cmir /to.j loiv' a nuclear test ban^ 

"'.-•^ r.ucleo.:? Fcrh^r'^ do not need to enlarge their fantastic nuclear arsenals or 
to :.:.v::ove rurther their nuclear capabilities and techniques; for we have been told all 
•^;c:. _ :' sn by bo 'A sides that they now have more than enough for mutual annihilation* 
Tr..3 -: rv ..%T:ienian colleague quoted on 10 April from IVIr* Seymour Melman^s Congressional 
c'^v ■-■' ..t;..c:i as follows: 

'^Let us. call this, relationship a 'Hiroshima equivalent ♦ and let us 
use this in somfe. military calculations that are at once nightmarish and 
:-rali§tic.. On the entire surface of the earth there are now about 2,000 
cities of over 100,000 popiilation, containing. about 600 million people, 
^ If every one of these cities were a target for nuclear destruction and if 
\:here were an allowance of 30 ^ of failure to deliver to target, then the 
UcS. strategic vehicles alone could deliver the equivalent of 2-| million 
tons oC TNT for each 100,000 people. Since it toot only 20,000 tons to 
j^-Lll 100,000 people at Hiroshima, the United States now possesses an overkill 
capability on this global scale of 125 times'^* ( MDG/FV>120, p^lO ) 
Possibljr in order to give us the full picture, our Soviet colleague quoted at the 
s.a.ie rn.ecting a rtatement by Marshal Malinovsky commenting on an earlier statement by. 
ivlr. 'f'^cNamara, the United States Secretary of Defensea He quoted lifer shal Malinovsky 
C-: .1 .-/Ingt 

'T say categorically that we shall answer the 340 missiles, with which 
k'ra McNamara has been threatening us, with the simultaneous strike of a 
several times greater number of missiles and with. such a power of nuclear 
charges as will completely sweep off the face of the earth, all ob;|ects — 
uhe industrial, administrative and political centres of the United States ™ 
and will completely annihilate the countries whioh have made their territories 
available for United States military baseSo/^ ( ' ibidem P<^37 ) 
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( Mr> mTdu, N igeria) 

1 Gcire say that tho great nuclear Povrers might derive nntual comfort from their 
capabilities for annihilation, but one wonc'ers whether this thirst for destruction is 
in:aatie;jl3. 

Nine diGtlnsuishod United States scientists, dispassionately analysing the event 
of a nnclcar test ban, c'^clared recently: 

'■'The o.ttacy.cr.^^' — of a to.ot ban — ^'h'^.ve failed to recognize the clear 
fact that cnco the overkill capohilltloG of tho Soviet Union and the 
United States have reached thi.l:? present level ~ and hardened missile 
b?.sos are in place, nakin^ a s'lcccs.-^f^i dis-^-rr.iing attack impossible for 
either side — an increase in nnc3.car capacity by one side or the other 
. do 3:3 not upr-at the balance of eC'-rronce^'c (F>iDC/';:j ^ pp. 1,2 ) 
lii/e hav.a.also been, told that nowaday^, cains from tests are grossly and inversely 
disproportionate to the huge sums spor.t, that technically nuclear weapon tests have 
readied a point of diminish ing returns, '^'cday, .v:orld~wide e^chilaration lies in a 
nuclear test ban and not in. rigid adherence to old-fashioned. <5liches such as /^States' 
stc tus quo "rests en "bayoi-^^ta'^ This, is one issue pn which v;e cannot afford- to be 
intransigent. Let us therefore demonstrate to the v:orld that no delegation here xyants 
to entrap us into. interminable desultory ne got iaticns^ 

These considerations and the hist:::i:3 ccrrespcndence last winter between 
Chai2\man. PTiru-jhchov and President Ke:n::edy (EIlDC/73^74) led my delegation to hope more 
than ever beforo that the nuclear Poi\^cr3 wove at. last seeing .their way to reaching the 
long-av:aitod accord c:i a nnclear tosb ban. The position today docs not admit the 
existence of an unor.id.geable cleavage between the two sides.' If only the two W.ocs 
can desist from political is.sues likely to cr^cerbate their differences — because such 
issues are ::''•' ■.'••"■: ;. rermanc .to nor ccxatible- with oin? aim of attaining world peace 
through disarm.ancnt — then tho chancer of a tost -ban agreement will be greatly 
enhanced. Not loss iraportant is the fact that the nacloar Po7/ers have succeeded in 
strengthening the impressaoi? of their- cirnerity of purpose and will- to. agree on a 
tost bano 

I should like to recall in this connexion v^nat 1 sc//^ on. 10 December 1962 
(ENDC/F/.CO,... p.<15) about the application of the Cuban formula to our negotiations on 
a nuclear tost ban treaty. I feel obliged to do so with particular reference to the 
speeches .we have listened to and which we shall continue to listen to in this Com;nittee, 
To rc-stato what I said on. 15 February and 18 March 1933: 
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'^A stage lias now been reached where mere declarations of intention are 
patently inadequate** We need a positive measure of success in our efforts o" 
( ENDC/W.98, PoS9 ); 
and — 

'^However ingenious the nuclear Powers. might be in the presentation of 
their own versions .of the case, I must say candidly that what we want today 
is agreement on a test ban and not persuasive submissions. They may succeed 
in convincing the marines of the wisdom, of their case; but let it be known 
that sailors will not believe them* . The proof to us now that the nuclear 
Powers sincerely believe in ending all nuclear tests will be their compromising 
over their remaining differences. It is inconceivable that the controversy 
which has arisen over the numbers and modalities of on-site inspection might 
yet rob us of a test ban treaty during this current session. It is inconceivable, 
I say, because my delegation regards the remaining differences as infinites imalo" 
( ENDC/PV,110, pas ) 

My delegation still believes that the remaining differences are relatively small, 
although they are fast hardening into points of prestige. We continue to believe also 
that the risks, if any, of a nuclear test ban are smaller than the risks at present 
obtaining, and we see much value in Senator Humphrey's statement in the United States 
Senatie that: 

"As to the danger of secret undetected testin^jit is the consensus of expert 
opinion that the risk — while it is there — is small, and that in any case 
it is extremely unlikely that the results of cheating could have an important 
effect on the military balance of power. The controlling consideration must 
be an objective weighing of the risks of a treaty against those of unrestricted 
testingc On the basis of available evidence, the balance is heavily in favour 
of a treaty, which, though not the panacea that over-zealous advocates might 
contend, can nevertheless make a solid contribution to the peace and sectirity 
of our coimtryo" ( ENDC/ 88, p. 5) 

My delegation also noted with considerable interest these words of Senator Humphrey 
on the same occasion: 

"I have always said that disarmament or arms control is the other side of the 
coin of national defense^ Without the capacity for self-defense, we could not 
long survive in the world of today^ In the world of tomorrow we may find that 
the arms race itself has become the principal threat to our national existence," 
( ibid,, pe37 ) 
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(jVI r. mn, Nigeria ) 

Representativoa do not need to be reminded that the Nigerian delegation hae never 
accepted the necessity for nuclear testing^ or the reasons adduced to justify it«. 
As I declared on 10 December 196S: 

"It is' the viexv of my delegation, that it is not a search for national 
security that is preventing the nuclear Powers from reaching an agreement, for 
the leaders of the tv/o sides have recognized that the present so-called security 
is precarious and that there can be no real security until v/e stop amassing, 
and perfecting by testing, and start eliminating deadly weapons of mass 
destruction." (ENDC/PV.9Q,j^2) 
i\nd, as Mr, Atta of the Nigerian delegation declared on 12 April 1962: 

"Although science and scientists have been quoted lavishly by both sides, it 
is our view that the issue with vjhich we are concerned is essentially political; 
the aid of science is merely required to give the argimients added faiths" 
( MDC/PV.19, PolS ) 
On 10 Decem.ber 1962 I said also: 

"\/\[hat is requirod on the part of the nuclear Powers is' a slight, though 
in the circumstances supreme, political .act of good will» I hope that they 
will not be found wanting in that regard. It is our hope that this Committee 
will succerjrfuH-'- plead with the nuclear Powers to discover their real interest 
and that of humanity, which pleads for the cessation of all tests in all 
environments, as eloquently expressed in United Nations resolution 1762 A (XVII) •" 
( iMDG/PVo90, ^2 .13 ) 
It is cold comfort to my delegation that almost all we have said, as quoted above, has 
validity even today. 

The question therefore is: When will the nuclear Powers spare humanitj?- the dreadful 
nightmare of oir? pj.anet in flames from an atomic holocaust? I repeat the question, 
"ivhen?" Of couruoe, like little babes we shall be told, "In time the whole question will 
be ansvjeredo" I >.ope 1 may be excused if I soimd a little pessimistic. Time, if not 
against us^ may elude us. It is whf^n the Conference -comes to the full realization of 
that fact that we can truly c3.aim to have embarked upon the noblest and boldest 
adventure of our time — a 3eareh for a nuclear test ban treaty. 

The gijAIRM^^ (India): I now call upon the representative pf Bulgaria, whom 
I am svxe we are all happy to seo back in our midst. 
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MTo T.ARARMOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): We have reached a 
partioxilarly important point in our discussion of the cessation of nuclear tests« The 
scientific data which have been presented on both sides prove that it is imdeniably 
possible for countries to detect and identify nuclear tests in all types of environment 
by means of existing national systems; this is true in particialar of underground tests, 
which have long been a subject of controversy among the great nuclear Powers* There is 
of course no need to provide evidence from Soviet sources to demonstrate this possibility, 
since the Soviet Union has long maintained that national systems are perfectly capable 
of detecting and identifying all seismic events and thus of revealing any underground 
nuclear tests ^ 

The United States has also acknowledged that national systems for the detection and 
identification of seismic events constitute an adequate basis for strict compliance with 
a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests<» Despite the admission by United States leaders 
and scientists of the undeniable fact that national seismic stations would be perfectly 
capable of ensuring the control and verification of the observance of a nuclear test 
agreement, the United States delegation at this Conference still continues to raise 
objections and to oppose the conclusion of a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests<, 

It was in an attempt to remove these objections from the path to agreement that, 
during recent discussions on the cessation of nuclear tests, a number of delegations 
quoted from the declaration by nine United States scientists concerning the cessation 

T 

of nuclear tests, published in the Washingto n Post of 9 April 1963. It is clear from 
the verbatim record of our meeting of 22 April that the United States representative j 
Mr. Stelle, has tried to minimize the significance of this declaration and to attach 
to it a meaning other than its true one^ Mr. Stelle quoted the following phrase of 
the declaration: 

''We have additional assurances in the fact that the Soviet Union has agreed to 
three on-site inspections should suspicious indications of undergro\md testing 
be discovered by the detection system of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, and is willing to permit a number of automatic seismic stations on 
Soviet territory." (ENDC/85, p. 5) 
and expressed the following opinion: 

♦'I think it is clear from that quotation, and from the context, that these 
scientists still believe that inspections are an integral element of a test 
ban treaty*" ( ENDC/FVol25, p. 15 ) 
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(Mrc Tarabanov;, Bulgiaria ) 

We do not of course v/ish xo dispiiub unat in their declaration the United States 
scientists regard on-site inspections ^.a an integral eleraent of a treaty on cessation 
of tests o No one here has disputed that* It should ;, however;, be emphasized — and 
this is the important point — that .they accept such inspections as an additional 
assurance 5 ^in other words ^ they are convinced that the assurances provided by 
national systems of detection and identification of seismic events are already 
perfectly adequate to ensure the observance and implementation of a test ban treaty « 
The two' of three on-site inspections accepted by the Soviet Union represent for the 
United States scientists —- and they are endeavouring to win over United States 
public opinion to 'this view-,— additional assurances and nothing more. We know v/hat 
"additional'^ means :. it is something v/hich is not essential^ something superfluous. 

iinyone who reads tlae declaration by the United States scientists carefully 
cannot fail to realize that the purpose of those additional assurances is not to 
give the signatories a guarantee that the treaty will be observed^, but to remove 
the objections artificially raised and the difficulties created by those circles in 
the United States which make such demands in their efforts to oppose "a treaty on 
the cessation or tests o 

The aim of the Soviet proposal of last December (EKDC/73^ pp* 3i>- 5) v/as indeed 
to facilitate the task" of those in "the United States who favour the cessation, of- 
nuclear tests^ to help them to overcome tiie existing difficulties in the way of- 
inducing the leaders -of ^that country to take a- political decision on the final 
prohibition:, of all nuclear tests o The gesture of good will made by the .Soviet Union 
in offering an additional measure over . and above those strictly necessary and 
adequate -for ensuring compliance v/ith the treaty, has not;, hov/ever;, been valued at 
its true worth by the United States Government o as a result of the strong pressure 
exerted by... the military-industrial complex in the economic and political life of 
the United. States. .this proposal has been rejected. 
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(Mro Tarabanovg Bulgaria) 



It has^ hovmver^ been amply demonstrated throughout this Coiiimittee^s 
discussion of cessation of nuclear tests that it would be perfectly possible^ 
scientifically and practically ;, to conclude an agreement the observance of v/hich 
would be fully guaranteed by national systems for the detection and identification 
of seismic events o What is in fact now needed to achieve such agreeraent is a 
political decisiono To facilitate agreement the Soviet Government^ as we have 
emphasized;, has taken a decision of great political significance c It has offered 
the United States additional assurances — which are indeed scientifically 
superfluous — by accepting two or three on^-site inspections o 

The Western Pov/ers^, however^ continue to insist that further concessions 
should be made by the Soviet Uniono In demanding that the number of on-site 
inspections should be increased^ they are now endeavouring to prove that it is 
necessary ™ in their viex^J■^ of course -•"• to reach a compromise on something which^ 
according to the statements of United States scientists themselves^, is essentially 
superfluous o 

The VJestern delegations are now trying to persuade mem-bers of the Committee 
and the public at large that it is necessary to arrive at a compromise^ at an 
intermediate figure between the number of inspections proposed by the Soviet Union 
and the much. higher figure proposed by the United States delegation. They v/ould 
like to persuade us to admit that only such a compromise could be considered 
honourableo It is very strange to hear the United States delegation ask for an 
increase .in the nuraber of inspections^ apparently so as to facilitate the 
conclusioA.of a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests and ensure its ratification 
by the United States Senate o If such a method were to be accepted in the 
negotiations on the cessation of nuclear tests^ and still more on disarmament^ it 
would not be surprising to see the United States and the other Western Powers 
putting forward ever-increasing demands under pressure from the United States 
military-industrial complex o 
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(Mr^ Tarabanov,^ Bulgaria) 
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There can be no doubt that such a '^^ethod^^ x/ould not help the work of our 
Conference^, but would on the contrary create insurraountable obstacles. If we are 
really seeking an ^^honourable compromise '^ we must consider not the unjustified 
deroands of certain circles of the United States military-^industrial complex^ but 
the present-day scientific and technological realities o 

As we knov; very well^ the scientific facts prove tha,t the nuinber of on-site 
inspections could well be nil v/ithout any danger of clandestine violations of the 
treaty « Given these facts> there can be no question of a compromise between seven 
and three^ since the nuraber of on-site inspections has been shown to be pointless 
and irrelevant — in other words ^^ it should be fixed at nil. In these cir cuius tances 
would it not rather be preferable to seek an agreement and a compromise with 
scientific reality^ basing ourselves on the suggestions concerning the size of 
armed forces during stage I of disarmament m^ade by the representative of India^^ 
iir. Lall^ in his statement of 3 Hay 1962? As you will recall^ Mro Lall suggested 
in this statement that^ as a compromise between the Soviet proposal of 1»7 million 
men and the United States proposal of 2p1 million men in the first stage^ we might 
agree to the figure of 1.5 million men (EKDC/pV<,30p pol7)o 

Although at the time lire Lall described this figure as a '^peculiar kind of 
compromise'^ (ibidc)^ this proposal v/as inspired by the same considerations as those 
which prompt our own efforts to secure the speediest possible conclusion of a treaty 
on the cessation of nuclear tests* In the present case we should not be adopting 
an arbitrary figure^ or a ^^peculiar kind of compromise '^ were we to agree^, for 
instance^ on the figure of one or two on-site inspections instead of two or three o 
Such a figure is fully justified by seismological progress o What x>rould be ''peculiar''^ 
or strange in the case of tests would be to move in the opposite direction^ in a 
direction directly contrary to scientific evidence^ by suggesting a figure higher 
than two or three inspections a yearo Such' a compromise should be all the easier 
to achieve since^ in his statement of 22 /ipril^, the United States representative said 
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(jJgj?_I!gLJL^banoVj. BuX^aria) 



^^Unless certain of the broad issues were resolved^ nuinbers of 
inspections iN/ould be merely abstract figures o'^ (ENDC/PVol23i> Pol6) 
A statement along the same lines appeared in an editorial entitled "Test Talks- 
with Moscow"^ published in The _New;_ York Times of 27 April 

uvje'i ~-^~ the United States ^ that is ™ "have long maintained 
that the nuaiber of inspections is less important than the 
degree of their effectiveness J' 
If^ therefore^ the number of inspections is not important -— or^. at least, not as 
important as the degree of their effectiveness ~ then let us agree on this number, 
particularly as, .according to present scientific evidence, on--site inspections are 
superfluous o Let us then get down to the question of the degree of effectiveness 
of these inspections, a question to which the United States representatives attach 
such importance c 

As you will recall, the Soviet representative said in his statement on 
25 Iferchc" 

''If that is all the difficulty amomits to,^' — the reference is 
to the effectiveness of on-site inspection — '^then it seems to . 
us that on this point we should be able to find a possibility 
for progress in our negotiations o" (ENDC/PV o 113 9 P q 21) 
The Soviet representative went on: 

'^We are sure that confirmation of this point by lir o Stelle-^ -— 
confirm£ition that, the United States is ready to accept two or 
three on-site inspections a year — 'h'/ill. open up before the 
CoriUiiittee favourable prospects for progress- and speedy agreement 
in our negotiations '^ (ibid^) 
In our opinion, it is in this direction that we shou^uu seek a solution — and an 
immediate solution — to the question e It is the only way now open to agreement, 
if this is genuinely desired by the Western Powers c 
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( MTo Tarabanov^ Bulgaria ) > 

But in spite of the Western Povjers^ declarations and their efforts to persuade 
the x^jorld of their desire to achieve an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, 
their recent activities in the spreading and proliferation of nuclear weapons are 
not encouraging. We are in fact confronted by a United States decision to station 
6'nited States atomic submarines in the Mediterranean., a fact which creates a serious 
threat to peace in this area and does not affect the socialist countries alone • It 
is obvious that, if the submarines were to attack the socialist countries from 
their Mediterranean bases, any counter-attack would have repercussions not only on 
the NATO countries which have been induced to agree to the presence of these 
submarines in the Mediterranean, but also on the countries situated around the 
Mediterraneano 

The presence of these submarines in fact also creates a threat to countries 
which are not involved in the war preparations which the NATO Powers are carrying 
out in the Mediterranean 5 it creates serious dangers for all the countries of 
North Africa and the Near East^ These submarines, armed with Polaris missiles 
trained on socialist countries in South-East Europe and on the Soviet Union, are 
likewise a threat, and a very great threat, to world peace o 

Furthermore, according to Mto George Ball, the United States Under-^Secretary 
of State, the plan to create a NATO multilateral force (I quote Le Monde of 18 April) 

"*a, gives the non-nuclear Powers an opportunity to participate fully 

in the direction and control of a nuclear force^'o 
It follows that the United States decision to create a multilateral nuclear force 
runs directly counter to the efforts being made within this Committee to bring about 
the cessation of nuclear tests <» Indeed, the creation of such a force would give 
the non-nuclear NATO Powers the right not only to participate in this force 
but also, as West Germany is doing, to develop their own nuclear forces » As 
we know, this has been denied by representatives of the United States and 
other countries, but has been confirmed by Mr„ Drew Middleton, the New York 
Times Paris correspondent, who wrote on 28 April; 
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( co ntinued in E nglish ) 

"Qualified FiGxich sources doubt thai, the United States 

plans for giving West Germany a share in the control of 

a European nuclear force will appease German ambitions 

in this field . On the contrary^ responsible French sources 

b..:lieve this step will only vhet the Germans* appetite for an 

independent nuclear force '^ 

(continued in French) 

We may be told that these are statements by a journalist, that they are 
not official statements and have been discounted in official statements by 
the United States delegation and United States leaders. Theyare^ however, 
facts reported to us by journalists^ and opinions emanating from qualified 
French sources o 

These activities therefore run directly counter to the efforts which we 
are making here to bring about a cessation of nuclear tests o There is no need 
to remind you of the catastrophic effects which German militarism has had upon 
Europe and the whole world in the past . This militarism is at present being 
fostered by former Mzl generals in Western Germanyo The creation of such a 
multilateral nuclear force would play straight into the hands of these German 
militarists and revanchists who are only looking for means of creating fresh 
threats to the peace of Europe and for an atmosphere in which they coiild make 
a further attempt to impose their territorial claims. 

These facts -- and there are a host of others of the same type -- inevitably 
cause us to reflect on the true aims pursued by the Western Powers in the. 
negotiations on the cessation of nuclear tests ^ They are flagrantly inconsistent 
with and in direct opposition to the efforts being made by the great majority of 
States, which desire the cessation of nuclear tests, an end to the arms race, and 
the implementation of general and complete disarmament p 

In these- circumstances it is only natural that the negotiations on the 
cessation of nuclear tests and on questions of general and complete disarmament 
should be deadlocked o It would be suiprising if they were otherwise, now that 
the world is confronted daily with the baneful activities of the Western Powers, 
the members of NATO and other affiliated military alliances, and above all by 
the United States of America o 
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In order to persuade members of the Conference that the Western dele^atu-ons 
are really concerned to achieve an agreement on the cessation of .nuclear tests, 
•declarations of goodx^ill alone are not enough* It is essential that activities 
i^hich result in the proliferation of nuclear arms and in the extension of their 
presence in different parts of the lA/orld should cease. The genuine vjillingness 
of the Western Pollers to achieve an agreement must also be demonstrated by deeds • 

The Soviet proposals giving additional assurances to the Western Pox^ers and 
made on the suggestion of the Western representatives have been before us for more 
than four months. We think it is high time that the Western Powers took these 
compromise proposals into account. This is the only -way of extricating the 
Conference from the present impasse. As ve have already said, it only remains 
for the West to take a political decision. It is this decision vhich we have 
long been awaiting. It might perhaps be advisable, for the Western delegations 
and for the Western countries to take this decision forthwith, because, with 
the display and show of force which these countries are now making throughout 
the world, mankind has no certainty of what the morrow holds in store* We 
must act promptly; we must act now in order to reach an. agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear testS; an agreement which will open the. way to general 
and conplete disarmament. The whole world is now awaiting a decision by the 
Western Powers, and above all by the United States of America, to facilitate 
agreement on the cess.ation of nuclear tests. 

Mr . STE.LIJE . (United States of America) As the Committee is well aware, 
the United Kingdom and the United States have once again taken an initiative to 
break the deadlock in the negotiations for a nuclear test ban treaty o On 
Wednesday, 2U April, the United Kingdom and United States Ambassadors in Moscow 
presented to Chairman Khrushchev a message from Prime Minister ffecmillan and 
President Kennedy on the. subject of a nuclear test ban treaty. We are now 
earnestly awaiting a. favour able .reply from the Soviet Union to that initiative. 
The initiative reaffirms the genuine interest of the Government and people 
of the United .States in a nuclear test ban treaty. As recently as at his press 



ENDC/pVa26 
19 



( l-Ir. Stelle. United States ) 



conference of 24 April I963, the President of the United States has restated our 
active interest in achieving a workable test ban treaty as soon as possible/ 

On 11 March I963 Secretary of State Rask told the Senate Foreign Relations " 
Committee t 

"Since the summer of 1958 the United States Government has 
consistently adhered to the view that a safeguarded cessation of nuclear 
weapons testing would be in our national interest « Periodic policy 
reviews in the light of the shifting patterns of foreign policy^ of 
changes in the negotiating situation, and of technical developments 
have always produced the same answers that an effective test ban treaty 
is in our national interest". 

What are the reasons for our believing that a test ban treaty would be an 
important and useful step for this Comraittee to take? i-ir* Dean summed it up 
very cogently on 27 August I962, when he said: 

"Such an agreement will be an important first step in bringing the arms 
race under control. It will be the foundation for the establishment of 
the necessary confidence,, which must be built upon in order to ensure 
that other more far-reaching disarmament measures will be concluded and 
faithfully carried outo Such a treaty can serve to restrict and inhibit 
other countries from producing their own nuclear weapons. Finally, it 
will prevent further increases in the radioactive fallout from nuclear 
•tQsts." ( ENDC/PV.75. Po5 ) 
Today I should like to take a more careful look at each one of those inportant 
reasons why we believe the conclusion of a test ban treaty is imperative. 

A number of delegations have referred in their statements over the past year 
and three months of our negotiations to the inportance of a test ban treaty as a 
first step in disarmaments That is the first major advantage of a nuclear test 
ban treaty. 

In retrospect, it is probably true that we might have found a simpler, less 
complicated first step to approach the problem of negotiating a disarmament 
agreement. Nevertheless, world interest in a nuclear test ban has been strong and 
important from the very first time it was proposed in April 1954 by Prime Minister 
Nehru. Since that time the test ban has become, in the minds of people in this 
Conference and around the world, the most important first step on the road to general 
and complete disarmaments l-lar)y reasons have been given for that. 
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In the fii'st place^ a nuclear test ban viovld .loark a slackening in the efrorts 
to improve nuclear 'A/eapons^ crr.ii so iwould be a marked turning point dovjnx^ard in the- 
''^^ ^:'..^ld -c-vor;, improved nuclear arms. Once that step had been taken witl. 
satisfactory results^ new oppo2rtu::dties for further steps to slow down and stop 
the arms race would be possible. On 11 March I963 Secretary of State Rusk said 
in this conn3::ion» 

''I believe that this problem may be more ripe for solution than 
perhaps any other first step in the arms control and disarmament field 
It is clear that unless at some point we are able to step off in a new 
direction;, the upward spiral of the arms race. will continue unabated o 
The prospects of such a future for both ourselves and the Soviet Union 
are not attractive** o 

Therefore it see'Zis clear;, not only that the nuclear test ban is intrinsically 
a i"u^jeful measure because it will mark the first downturn in the upward spiral of the 
arms race ;, but also that;, as a first step*, it marks a convergent and useful beg innir^^ 
point on the road to disarmaments There are many other useful measures^ particular];^'- 
in the nuclear field 5> which coidLd accompany it » In addition^ when put into, practice ^ 
oUch a measure will begin the process of building confidence between the two sides. 
This- confidence -building aspect of a nuclear- test ban could affect both sides 
in several ways. For example;, iinder an effective test ban treaty^ with the operciticn 
of a control r^^stem. over a period of several years, both sides will gain confidence 
that the other side is not conducting clandestine tests in any environment. 
Similarly, an effectively-operated control system will serve to increase the 
coni'idence of both sides that verification systems can operate with a minimum of 
Interference in the national security interests of States. Indeed, States should 
gain confidence that verification vsystems will work in the interest of their own 
security. Both of these confidence-building factors are important reasons why a 
test ban. should be concluded as soon as possible o In t-urn^ the confidence -building 
aspects of a nuclear test ban also explain why it is a reasonable measure to be 
c 01? eluded as a fir^-^t step in the disarmament process « 

• An a.dditional aspect of the importance of a nuclear test ban is that the 
arrangements worked out on a nuclear test ban in terms of the obligations which each 
side agrees to accept will themselves become an important precedent for future 
measures to turn down the arms raceo That factor, while it sheds some light on the 
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ipiportance of a nuclear test ban as a first step, also may explain in some measure 
why it has been so difficult to reach ag.'eement on a test ban* No\^^ however^ ve 
have narrowed the difference between the positions of both sides to such an extent 
that it is important for us to press- "our negotiations to success • Certain of the 
precedents 5 and particu3.arly such important ones as the principle of on-site 
inspection^ have apparently already been agreed upon* Those foundations should be 
built upon quickly to move us forward to this important first step in the field of 
disarmaments 

On many occasions at oui' past meetings the Soviet representative has sought 
to deprecate the importance of the nuclear test ban treaty as a first step in the 
disarmament process o Ke has often contended that the nuclear test ban is not 
strictly a measure of disarmament , We have replied by stating that, even in the 
strictest sense^ a nuclear test ban is a real measure of disarmament ^ In one 
respect it might be called a measure of anticipatory disarmaments That can be 
easily seen if we consider what might have been the situation today if we had been 
able to reach agreement on a nuclear test ban before the development of the hydrogen 
bomb* The world would be considerably different now if that had happened 5 I think 
we can all agree to that <, There would ^ of course, have been no hydrogen weapons 
available to any State o 

In addition, the nuclear test ban, while it will not destroy any existing weapon- 
or other instruments of war. will make the creation of new weapons very difficult <, 
In turn, over a period of time, the research and development aspects of national 
military establishments will bo reduced to the level considered necessary to meet the 
contingency of possible creaty violation by another State* Under those circumstances 
it is difficult to imagine that all nuclear weapons development establishments will 
be kept at the same strength at which they are maintained dioring an intensive 
programiae of nuclear testing* In that respect as \-jell the nuclear test ban will be a 
measure of real disarmament, for in time it will have an important effect on the 
si?ie and operations of nuclear testing and research establishments* 

A second major area of iiiportanco of a nuclear test ban is its role in retarding, 
if not making prohibitive, the manufacture of nuclear weapons by additional States* 
The Soviet Union has from time to time made the point that the problem of the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional national States will not be solved 
by the signature of a nuclear test ban treaty ^ We have not contended thcxt a test 
ban would halt completely the proliferation of nuclear weapons 5 we have made it 
clear that the test ban will be an important vstep towards halting proliferation -- 
particularly in the field of nuclear v/eapons development and manufacture* 
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We know froia experience that no State has so far developed a nuclear weapon 
v^dthout having carried out testSo While it is imaginable that States might develop 
weapons without testing, they could have no confidence in the effectiveness of 
whatever weapons they might develop and manufacture without a testing programme • 
More important p however^ is the fact that the refinement process by which nuclear 
devices are made into deliverable weapons also requires a certain amount of testingo 
Therefore ;, the process" of the proliferation of nuclear weapons to fourth, fifth and 
sijcth countries through their development and manufacture in those countries is 
directly a.tiscted by a nuclear test ban treaty* 

President Kennedy made clear his belief in the importance of this aspect of a 
nuclear test ban at his news conference of 22 March in a statement which has already 
been referred to b7/ our Nigerian colleague ( supra ^ P»6 ). I believe the President's 
statement merits quoting againo He said: 

^'Wovr^ the reason why we are moving and working on this question, 
taking up a good deal of energy and effort, is because personally I 
am haunted by the feeling that by 1970, unless we are successful, there 
may be ten nuclear Powers instead of four, and by 1975 fifteen or twenty". 
President Kennedy continued^ 

'•o.o I 33e the possibility in the 1970s of the President of the United 
States having to face a world in which fifteen or twenty or twenty-five 
nations may have these weapons o I regard that as the greatest possible 
danger and hazard. " 

Secretary of State Rusk also discussed this problem before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee on 11 March 1963 • He said: 

''A. test ban vrould not of itself solve the problem of the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons o It should be recognized that at least one present 
nuclear Power and one Power apparently bent on developing nuclear weapons 
might not be persuaded to subscribe to the test ban treaty from the outset • 
However, many potential nuclear Powers might at this stage be induced to 
accede to the treatyo " 

The 5„nducement to accede to the treaty might be particularly strong if the major 
nuclear Powers could obtain brood participation among the present and potential nucle: 
Fowerso With unl5jnited testing throughout the world, the incentives to other States 
to develop nuclear weapons are greatly increasedc With a treaty and relatively 
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broad participation in a treaty, our ability to persuade other nations to j.oin in the 
treaty ban should be substantially increased, thus tending to brake the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons to further StateSo 

It is clear ^ of course j> that a test ban will not halt the transfer of nuclear 
weapons to the control of additional individual States 5 but a nuclear test ban may 
facilitate agreement on additional measures^ As Secretary Rusk also pointed out in 
his statement on March lit 

^^Moreover^ a nuclear test ban could lead to further steps which 
would deal more directly with the proliferation problem* I am referring 
here to the possibility of an agreement, on the one hand, by the nuclear 
Powers not to transfer control of weapons or to give assistance in weapons 
development to countries not already possessing them, and on the other, 
by the non-nuclear Powers not to produce or acquire nuclear weapons of 
their own« Another possibility would be an agreement to halt the further 
production of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons and to 
transfer agreed quantities of such materials to peaceful uses. What 
should be emphasized here is that; while a nuclear test ban by no means 
offers a total solution, it would be a necesisary first step*" 

Finally, there is a third major advantage of a nuclear test ban in eliminating ih^ 
radioactive fallout caused by nuclear weapon tests. The extent of the danger to 
ourselves and to our progeny from fallout has been the subject of a good deal of 
controversy* The question about the effects of fallout has not been completely 
answered* There is, however, general agreement among scientists that any increase 
in the general level of fallout is harmful in some degree* Moreover, the danger of 
radioactive fallout, whatever its biological effects may be, is an important concern 
to many people in my own country as well as throughout the world* Its elimination is, 
we believe, a worthy goal* That is why my country has shown concern over the 
elimination of fallout in its present programme of nuclear testing underground* 

Against these advantages of a nuclear test ban, each of us has balanced the 
military and security risks of an effective halt to nuclear tests* As my delegation 
has pointed out before, the United States firmly believes that the advantages far 
outweigh the risks, provided there is real and reasonable assurance that all testing 
has in fact ceased* The United States delegation would like to reaffirm again 
that position of the United States Government* It is our hope that the Soviet Union 
also believes that, for the many reasons we have outlined this morning, a halt to 
nuclear testing is imperative* 
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The problem of providing firm assurances that all testing has ceased remains 
to be oonquerodo We on our fiide have provided an effective plan for a swift 
attack on the problem of negotiating the effective assurances for a sound test 
ba.n treatyo V7e have made clear our. hope that we shall soon have the assistance 
of the Soviet Union in that effort c The solution of the problem will not be 
easyo There, is still inuch v/ork to be done, but we have come so far together that 
it seems to in.y delegation inconceivable that our work should not be pressed to 
complet:.ono .It requires but a simple effort from the Soviet Governments We 
av;ait that Soviet effoi-to 

Let me close by reaffii^m.ing the United States Government Vs intention to work 
for an effective test ban treaty^ Let me also express our hope that^ in response 
to the recent approach by the United States and the United .Kingdom in Moscow, the 
Soviet Union vrill join with us in that effort very shortly, so that real negotiations 
may begin and so that we can reach swiftly the agreement which we deeply believe 
ve all desire 

Mro^TSAR^PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (transla tion from 
Russian) g The question of the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests has already 
got beyond the stage of our negotiations when ^ it was necessary to find a mutually- 
acceptable compromise sclutioUc 

If one is to give a candid opinion cf what is happening in the Eighte en-Nat ion 
Committee on the question of the prohibition of tests^ it is that these are no 
ion:^er real negctiationci but a sheer waste of time<, Practically the same thii-g 
is happening in our negotiaticns on disarm^ament problems and on collateral measureSo 
The situation with regax^d to the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests 
is clear , to everyone o Let us recall first of all that the seventeenth session of 
the General A.Gsembly gave this m.atter special attention. It. adopted a number of 
decisions (a/R£^S/1762 (X^/II) - EN.DO/63) which j.ncluded an urgent appeal to the nuclea: 
Powers net to resume any nuclear weapon tests after 1 January 1963,^ and a recoramendat 
to the nuclear Powers that they shouJ-d reach agreement as soon as possible on the 
question of proiJ.biting nuclear tests, taking as a basis for their negotiations the 
propos.als of the eight non-aligned nations (EWDG/28)o Everyone knows that this 
momorandum proposed that^ for the purposes of control over compliance with an 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the a.lready-existing national 
networks of obvServation posts should be used^ With regard to inspection, the 
2:on-- aligned Powers* memorandum put forward a compromfe e proposals The gist of 
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tho p-?opj>jc;d coiiViJi'Oiaise vras that the parties to the treaty could invite the international 
ccToiAlJoion to visit their territories and/or the site of an event the nature of which 
waa in doubt., 

Tiiu.vS the seventeenth session of the General Assembly- approved and recommended to 
't'^o rriclear Povjers aa a basis for negotiations and for agreement — I repeat again — 
•i:'.:3 use of the alrea^dy- -existing national svsstems for control over nuclear explosions « 
As r3ga7rds inspectioMjj the comprcm:.S3 proposed by the non-aligned States and approved 
b;7 the: Ge.neral A-SseiublyT-. :..s that inspections should be carried out only when there was 
an invitation from the State on whose territory a suspicious and significant event 
b,\d taken place ;, 

The Western Powers the United States and the United Kingdom ™ which miss no 

opportunity in their propaganda to emphasize in every way their support for the United 
Nations and 5.ts initiatives/ have in this regard shown their true attitude towards 
tiie United Nations.. . .. They have shown that they reject without hesitation the most 
:L;rr'jGrtant recommendations of the United Natl.-^-is vb^^n tbes^ resolutions are not in 
keeping with the poDicy of an armaiuents race and military preparations which is being 
pUif-sued hy the ¥eetern Fovrers. Later^ however,) under the strong pressure of public 
opinion all over tJie world and the growing demands of the peoples, and also as a 
result of the progress of science and technology in the detection of nuclear explosions^ 
which couj.d no longer be concealed from the peoples^ the United States was compelled 
to recognise the adequacy of national systems of detection as a basis for control over 
nuclear e:;;plo3ionsv- 

At first the United States and the United Kingdom were compelled to recognize 
the adequacy of national systems for control over nuclear explosions in three 
environments s in the atm.osphere'^ under water and in outer space c In one of their 
documencs (EHDC/59) they stated that they were prepared to agree to the cessation of 
riucloar weapon tests in these three environments without ^hy inspection, relying 
excJ.usively on nati.onal — that is^ their own— m.eans of control^ But at the same 
time the Western Pnvjers continued to hold out in regard to underground nuclear 
explosions o They insisted as before on the establishment of an international contarl 
system, including on-site inspection, in regard to the detection of underground nuclear 
explosions (EiT0G/58p article VIIl), 

So'ne tim.e later, however, the same circumstances which compelled the Western 
Power.:: : — the Uui-'"'C.d .States and the United Kingdom •-- to agree that control over 
n(ici3.;.ir explosions in the atmosphere; under x^ater and in outer space should be carried 
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out on the basis of. i^^bional .systems of control without any on-site inspection, 
corapelled the United States to declare that it recognized the effectiveness of national 
systems of observation for .the detection of underground nuclear explosions as well^ 
The United States was compelled to reveal what had been concealed till recently from 
the people of the United States and from the world. It finally admitted (SNDC/S2;, P-24,) 
'that its national system for the detection of nuclear explosions was so effective and 
had achieved such "phenomenal" success that it no longer needed a system of international 
posts on the territory of the Soviet Union but could detect nuclear explosions in the 
territory of the Soviet Union with its own^ that is national, means c Thus the United 
States finally recognized the effectiveness of national systems of detection in 
regard to underground nuclear explosions as well* 

This effectiveness was dramatically revealed during a debate in the United States 
Senate on 7 March by Senator Humphrey, as well as in a statement by eminent United 
States scientists which appeared quite recently^ I am referring to a statement by 
a group of United States scientists which wa^ published in the Washington Post on 
9 April 1963 (ENDG/85)o That statement was of such great significance for the proper 
elucidation of the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests that on the same 
day, that is on the day of its publication, it was included in the official records 
of the United States Congress* 

However, having admitted the effectiveness of national means of control in regard 
to underground nuclear explosions, the United States lapsed into an obvious inconsistency 
in its position, an inconsistency which has in fact led our negotiations on this 
question once again into an impasse. The point is that, having recognized the 
effectiveness of national systems of control in regard to underground nuclear explosions, 
the United States ought to have abandoned completely all claims in respect of on-site 
inspection* kt the present time the demand for on-site inspection is untenable and 
unnecessary from the standpoint of control^ This was in fact admitted by the United 
States scientists, who in the aforementioned letter of 9 April stated that they 
regarded on-~site inspection only as an additional guarantee o Bat the official position 
of the United States in our negotiations here in Geneva has not undergone any essential 
or radical changes in regard to inspection^ The present position of the United States 
is inconsistent and does not stand up to criticism* 

Well, then, the situation at present is clear enough* The negotiations have 
again reached an impasse becau'se of the position of the United States* The responsibility 
for this lies entirely with the United States,, Vfe believe that its British allies, 
who are devoting a good deal of intelligence, energy and resourcefulness to preventing 
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an agreement^ as Mr-, Godber 5.s constantly doings wo'jld hardly venture for long to. 
resist and prevent ani agreement if the United States were willing to come to terms «> 

To achieve an agreement it is. essential that the United States should correct 
this organic defect in its p^:rition ^ which is that^ having recognized the effectiveness 
of national detection systems for control oyer underground nuclear explosions, it has 
not drawn th-i appropriate conclusion in regard to inspection^ as it should have done« 
The appropriate concJ.usion in regard to inspection is that the United States should 
renounce its demand for inspection also in regard to underground nuclear. explosions^ 
just as it has done in regard to nuclear explosions in the atmosphere^ in outer space 
and under water. On the Question uf inrjpection the United States still takes the 
same position as it did before ^ namely^, when it insisted on an international control 
system and denied the adequacy or even the possibility of exercising effective control 
over compliance with an agreement on the basis of national detection systems^ 

It is precisely on this point that the goodwill, and desire of the Soviet Union to 
solve the question of inspection on t?io basis of a mutually-acceptable compromise is 
particularly evident o The Soviet Union considers that for control over an. agreement 
on the cessation of all nuclear v/eapon testSp including underground testS; no 
inspection is necessary or require.dc This position of the Soviet Union is meeting 
with ever new confirmation day .after day in the achievements of science and technology «» 

Howe\^er^ despite these factS; the United States is stubbornly trying to secure 
inspection^ In our negotiations the United States representatives have told us 
that it would be difficult for the United States t^' enter into an agreement which 
would not provide at all for inspection. They ha/e told us that it would be difficult 
to pass such an agreem.ent through Congress, that Congress would not approve it. 
A.S you see, our United States colleagues have put' this question on a purely political 
plane t> Yet at the same time they are evading a political solution of the question 
. of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests* 

The Soviet Uiiion made a substantial political concession to the United States in 
this matter solely for the sake of achieving an agreement. This .concession was 
that the Soviet Union would agre.e to two to three inspections a year for the verification 
of significant seismic events suspected of being nuclear explosions (ENDC/73, p^5). 
This concession of the Soviet union v/as all the more important because it was made 
in the circumstances where the facts and data relating to the progress of science 
and technology still further corroborated the position of the Soviet Government that 
no inspection is required for control o^-^er an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 



ENDC/FVo126 
" 28 

(Mr. Tsarapkin,^ USSR) 

weapon testSo This view of the Soviet Governrr>ent is being strengthened more and 

more every day and is meeting with ever new confii-mation of its correctness and soundness. 

We have already pointed out repeatedly in our statements that in these negotiations 
the United States has been carrying on a policy of "lost opportunities",. It seems to 
us that the United States is not far removed from doing so even noWo We now have a 
possibility of coming to an agreement o The conditions and basis for an agreement 
have already been determined<. They have taken shape in the course of our lengthy 
negotiationso This basis for an agreement consists of the follow5,ng propositions s 

1* Control over an agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear tests must be 
carried out on the basis of national detection systems^ 

2* ks an additional gu.arantee; two to three inspections a year may be allowed* 

3e Three atomic seismic stations should be set up on the territories of each of 
the nuclear Powers^ in order to give the other side additional assurance regarding the 
accuracy of the functioning of national detection systems^ 

But the United States avoids reaching agreement on this basiSo Such is the 
present situation with regard to the question of an agreement concerning the 
prohibition of nuclear x^eapon testSc We are convinced that the time is not far off 
when the data confirming the effectiveness of national detection systems will be so 
convincing and incontrovertible that the question of inspection will no^ longer arise 
at all^ 

We believea however, that it is not a question of inspection here and that it. is 
not on account of inspection that \^q have no agreement.. If the matter depended only 
on inspections^ then, as a natter of fact^ tLa United States has obtained from the 
Soviet Union what it wanted; what it asked us for., namely two to three inspections a 
year a But the whole trouble is that^ as soon as the United States got from the Soviet 
Union what it had asked fcr^ the appetj.te of the United States intelligence services 
was whetted and the United States^, repudiating its own v;ords^ took a step backward in 
this matter and began to demand a larger number of inspections from us« 

In connexion with thi3 position of the United States^ it is appropriate to recall 
the following passage from a statement made by the Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers 
of the Soviet Union^ Mto Klirushchcv^ ab a meeting of voters in Moscox-/ on. 27 Februarys 
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"The Governments of tiae Western Powers will in the end have to account 
in full to the peoples of the world for their policy aimed at disrupting 
the cause of disarmaraent and further intensifying the armaments race^ 
The policy of the armaments race has long come into conflict with the 
interests not only of individual States but of all mankinds Even on such 
an essentially far from decisive question as the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests we have been unable so far to come to an agreement with our 
partners a Some people would like an agreement on the cessation of tests 
to provide an opportunity for NATO to carry out intelligence activities 
in our country o Of course the Soviet Government' will not agree to thato 
We have agreed to certain international measures for control over the 
cessation of tests ^ including two to three on-site inspections a year on 
the territory of each nuclear Powers That was a serious concession on 
our part^ and no more should be expected frorm uSo" 

It is also appropriate to quote the following passage from, an interview given by 
Mr, Khrushchev to the director of the Italian paper II Giorno, which was published in 
the Moscow newspapers on 2k April 1963? 

"Therefore the question miay arise now whether we should not revert^ 
as the United States did^ to our earlier positions and withdraw out 
agreement to the carrying out of two to throe inspections a year^ since 
we are firmly convinced that national detection systems are adequate 
for detecting any nuclear tests o" 

Consequently^ as you see^ if we have no agreement^ it is not at all because of 
inspectiono As we see it^ the trouble is in the general trend of the policy of the 
United States, The reasons why we are in an impasse and there is no progress in 
our negotiations should be sought^ not within the Committee nor in the question of 
inspection^ but in the policy which is being carried on by the Uestern Powers outside 
the Committeeo The point is in the armaments race^ the feverish mdlitary 
preparations^ the formation of an aggressive NATO nuclear force and the spreading of 
nuclear weapons to other NATO members (above all^ to Western Germany), and so forth« 
We have no illusions in this regard;, nevertheless we think that the United States, 
the United Kingdom and France should be no less . interested than the Soviet Union in 
the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. 
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The United States representatives tell us here that the conclusion of a nuclear 
weapon test ban treaty is an urgent necessity <» Unfortunately^ however^ on the lips 
of the United States and United Kingdom representatives this statement soujids false^ 
like a pious wish not backed by deeds « If the ruling circles of the Western Powers 
can find within themselves enough wisdom and foresight^ enough firmness^ 
determdnation and^ above all^ good will expressed in deeds rather than words ^ and 
come to an agreement really to cease all nuclear weapon tests ^ then an agreement on 
the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests can be concluded very quickly <» The 
basis for such an agreement already exists^ and I have just given a brief account of 
it. 

Sir Paul MASON (United Kingdom) t Except in point of time^ I do not propose 
to follow the statement which has just been made by our Soviet cclleaguoa Quite 
frankly^ I eso. not in the mood^ as ho evidently waS;> to make a controversial statement 
this morning:^ and if I were in such a mood I am not at all certain that the 
Committee would wish to indulge in controversy o 

As we sit here this morning we are faced v/ith two major facts o The first ^ 
which was referred to in his eloquent speech by our colleague from Nigeria (supra, p. 5) 
is that although we seem to be in sight^ and perhaps even within hailing distance, 
of being able to reach agreement on a treaty for the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests^ the steps which still lie before us appear to be^ I hope not impossible^ but 
extremely difficult to take. 

The second major fact is that^ as the Coramittee knows and as our United States 
colleague has reminded us this morning ( supra ^ p. 18). the heads of the Governments 
of the United Kingdom and the United States m.ade a direct approach last week to the 
head of the Soviet Government to try to brealc the deadlock in the negotiations for a 
nuclear tost ban treaty. We must all hope — perhaps it would be fair to say that 
we should all pray — that the result of that initiative will give us new hope in 
our task here and new reality to the discussions in which we have been engaged so far. 

In the meantime it is impossible^ I think^ to contribute in any original way to 
our discussiono I merely wish this morning to make three points' which are not new 
but which I consider so important that I trust that my colleagues will forgive me ' 
for making them once again « 
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The rirsT: point -is that a nuclear test ban treaty is of high importance not only 
to this Conference but to the whole world« ¥e must not give up our efforts here in 
search of a treaty^ however much we have to repeat ourselves and however often we 
feel ourselves frustrated or disappointed« Naturally^ a nuclear test ban treaty is 
of high importance for moral and huinanitarian reasons^ but it is important also for 
many other reasons o It is important because the signing of a nuclear test ban 
treaty would have tremendous value in creating confidence between West and East in 
the major ideological conflict in the world today^^ it is important because^ once 
concluded^ a nuclear test ban treaty would provide experience of an entirely new 
kind^ given the situation in the world today ^ in operating an international agreement ^^ 
and it is important because we may hope that that confidence and that experience 
would lead us on to other agreements in the field of disarmament, and ultimately to 
general and complete disarmament itself « 

The second main point I wish to reiterate is that the West — ana of course I 
speak above all for the United Kingdom -— wants a nuclear test ban treaty <> and wants 
it soon, I think that no reasonable man judging the actions and the statements of 
the Governments of ^ the United Kingdom and the United States could continue to have 
any serious doubts on that score <, 

What have we said? We have said that we will adopt any reasonable method of 
procedure suggested to us that gives hope. of progress, even if tne progress promised 
looks small. Wf?. offer to discuss in detail the information on which our present 
proposals are based. We offer to discuss any other information that may be 
produced^ y-- are ready to reconsider our position if such discussion should show 
that to be justifiablOo We will discuss a test ban treaty in any reasonable forumo 
We will do any of those things « The only thing we cannot and will not do is take a 
leap in the aax-iCo That is precisely X'/hat our Soviet colleague is at the moment 
asking us to do^ it is in fact what he has invited us again this morning to do. 

That brings me to my third and last point o Our immediate goal is real 
negotiation and a free exchange of views on all une problems before us bearing on a 
nuclear test ban treatyo As the Indian representative /J'lro Lall, said to us in 
another contexts 

"ooo we should xhope ohat, in a certain spirit of give and take, it would be 

possible for delegations, even when they do not themselves regard a particular 

issue as of great significance, to-^'deal with it if other delegations do regard 

it as an issue of importancOo" (ENDC/PV c 121 ^ p o 28) 
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It is in that spirit that I x^dsh to appeal once more to our Soviet colleague « 
Me ask hiin to take account of the points vjhich^ we have explained to him^ are 
important -for us* We ask hina at least to let us have some prelijuinary thoughts on 
them^ whether or not those thoughts agree vjith our own<» 

Let me say that we not only welcome thoughts and ideas from the Soviet Union; 
we welcome thoughts and ideas from. all other m.embers of the Committee « On 25 February 
I myself said (ENDC/PV^102;, pp. 12^13) that I felt sure the spokesmen of each of the 
non-aligned countries would have many contributions to make^ and that it would be 
natural" that they should be eager to make them* I asked whether it i^as right that 
such contributions should be put into the deep freeze^ so. to speak^ until the 
question of nimibers had been settled<» We think there is no- profit to be gained by 
putting any of our problems into the deep freeze^ All the- problems before us must be 
settled at som.e time^ and it is hard to see what harm there could be in discussing 
them here' and now,. 

Our Soviet colleague has told us on more than one occasion that the Soviet Union 

has contributions to make on the very problems >jhich we vrish' to discuss in the context 

of a system of on-site inspections. He may not think that those problems are 

- ■ ■ ' . ■ ■ ■ . . 

important^ but vie do^ If the Soviet Government has ideas upon them^ and if the Soviet 

Government wants a nuclear test ban treaty^ surely it is not too miuch to ask that our 

Soviet colleagues should do the Committee the service of putting their ideas before us, 

Mto TSAMPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Russian) t I wish to avail myself of the right of reply in order to give a brief 
answer to the United Kingdom, representative « He has just said that the only 
thing not to be expected of the Western Pov/ers is that they should take a leap in 
the dark (^upr^^ P<» 31 )• ^Ul rights, But v/hat does he call '^the dark''? The Soviet 
Union ^s proposal^ which we consider can be taken as a basis for an agreement* We 
have explained the three points xvhich have crystallized during our negotiations and 
which can be taken as a basis for- an agreement. The basis is that control must be 
carried out by the existing national systems^ then t\sfO to three inspections a year 
and three automatic seismic stations on the territory of each of the nuclear Powers^ 
for verification of the functioning of the national systems .» 
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Sir ?aul Mason has told us that for tho Western Powers to agree on such a basis 
w^uld be tantamount to "taking a leap in the dark"* VJhat is the alternative to this 
"dark"? It is to continue to have no agreement^ to continue the anns race, to 
continue nuclear weapon tests, and to arrive at the situation which President 
Kennedy spoke about recently, in which there will be ten, fifteen and perhaps even 
twenty-five nuclear Powers, in vAiich it will be altogether impossible to reach any 
agreement vdiatsoever on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests^ and in vfcich the 
threat of a nuclear missile war will be inevitable for mankind ♦ 

That is the alternative. That alternative, as I understood Sir Paul Mason, 
woiad not be a "leap dn the dark" for the Western Powers, whereas the Soviet Union^s 
proposal to reach agreement on the basis of the three points proposed hy us would be 
a "leap in the dark" for than.. It is an astonishing admission by a representative of 
the Western Powers, ^ich emphasizes once again the role -vihldx the United Kingdom is 
playing in our negotiations and how it looks at matters • 

The Conference decided to issu^ t he following ccamunique ; 

"The Conference of the Eight een-Nat ion Conanittee on Disarmament 
today held its one hundred and twenty-slxth plenary meeting in the 
Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of Mr* Mehta, 
representative of India^ 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Nigeria, Bulgaria, 
the United States of Merica, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom^ 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Friday, 
3 May 1963^ at 11 a^m* " 

The meetinjg; rose at 12>35 VM. 



